NDSWG REPORT TO ROS

January 14, 2009


December 15 :
The last NDSWG meeting.
The following is a summary of the main topics of discussion of the December 15th meeting
· The NDSWG has previously asked for legal interpretation on the definition and usage of operatorship/ownership designations in the Network Operations Model.   It is essential for TSP validation efforts after SEM go-live.  The NDSWG has been requesting this information for months and it has reached the point where this is a critical path item. 

ERCOT provided an update on the PRR being developed by ERCOT. It essentially states that
a. TSPs shall submit equivalent models of Customer-owned Transmission Elements that represent radial Load and are not considered a Private Use Network.  These equivalent models shall be the same models used by TSPs in modeling their systems.  TSPs shall provide a copy of the equivalent model to the Customer of the radial Load and will use best efforts to work with the Customer in order to ensure that the modeling data is correct and adequately represents the Customer-owned Transmission Elements for use in the Network Operations Model.  Ultimately, the Customer is responsible for informing the TSP of any changes that should be considered in the equivalent model used by the TSP and submitted to ERCOT for use in the Network Operations Model

ERCOT would probably show the ownership as a generic entity, The TSP would be listed as operator so that we could add/change equipment.

ERCOT asked the NDSWG to review and provide comments to ERCOT by 1/11/2010.

A draft modeling guide revision request (MGRR) will also be developed with a definition of owner and operator to be reviewed by NDSWG.

· NDSWG continued to discuss, track and resolve specific SEM/NOMCR issues.

· ERCOT provided an update on the ability to view the Nodal EMS model in the SOTE environment. ERCOT was able to load the model from CIM into SOTE and will continue to update SOTE with new models in the future. The plan is to update the SOTE when the zonal database model is loaded every two weeks.
· ERCOT presented a general proposal on the frequency in which new databases would be loaded into ERCOT production environments (EMS and MMS). In general, ERCOT is proposing

· Two week database loads

· Pseudo switches, telemetry, and switch management provided by MP’s.

· OS will be used for new equipment energization

· Reinstate zonal equipment status change.

This is a complete deviation from the daily database loads that the NDSWG has been expecting. Many of the TSP’s have built business processes around the daily loads which are now completely invalidated. Also, TSP’s have strong objections to providing pseudo switches, telemetry and manually operating those pseudo devices for equipment that does not physically exist. There is strong concern on reliability issues surrounding using pseudo switches and also concerns on model postings with pseudo switches providing problems to planning and CRR auctions and less market transparency in general. ERCOT was asked to provide a minimum amount of time that database loads could in theory be completed. ERCOT has concerns over manpower issues, infrastructure issues and validating models with daily or more frequent database load schedule than the proposed two week schedule. ERCOT also expressed concerns over price validation of new models.
· Jim Jacoby from AEP has been nominated as Chair for 2010.  No Vice-Chair as of yet.
Major SEM / NMMS issues

ERCOT staff has been working diligently to process the influx of NOMCRs and respond to MP questions and requests.   However, some major issues or concerns remain for SEM and NMMS.

· Any change to the NMMS network model is reflected into the Zonal Model which is the current model of record.  ERCOT is manually converting NOMCRs to Zonal changes.  Although this process was understood prior to SEM, the level of dependency was not.   The approval of an NOMCR is dependent on ERCOT’s ability to manually model the change on the Zonal.  So until go-live, NMMS is essentially a new front end to the Zonal system.  This poses three main problems.   
· One is broken outages that result from equipment name changes.    Any NOMCR that changes equipment names that affect planned outages in the outage scheduler will not be approved.   Prior to SEM the MP understanding was that not all name changes needed to be translated into Zonal.  This has caused a setback to model validation efforts by MP.  ERCOT has modified their process to lessen this impact but the problem still remains.
· The frequency of Zonal model database loads (every 2 weeks) is affecting the NOMCR process.   Nodal and NMMS was designed to be a time based model that could be updated every day.  But because of the current dependency to the Zonal model NOMCR approvals are linked to that two weeks schedule.  Additional NOMCRS are required to keep the Zonal accurate. 
· ERCOT is limiting the TSP model changes to a number that their modeling staff can manually process in the zonal model every two weeks. In some cases, this is going to limit the TSP model validation updates and could delay model validation beyond February 2010.   

· The model is imbedded with equipment and objects that are not owned by the TSP.  These are used by downstream ERCOT systems.   Due to the ownership issues in the model, these present a big problem for validation efforts and for general NOMCR submittals into the future.
· There are indications that some parts of the model may not have been thoroughly validated prior to the start of SEM.  This has caused the inability to submit NOMCRs in some cases.  
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